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Dear Administrator Pruitt: 

Edmund G. Brown Jr. 
Governor 

I am writing to urge the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to exercise its 
authority to again adopt more stringent emission standards for locomotives. Reducing 
locomotive-related emissions and the resulting air toxic hot spots near railyards is a high 
priority for disadvantaged communities within California and around the nation. In 
addition, developing technology offers an opportunity for significant fuel cost savings for 
rail operations. A formal petition for U.S. EPA rulemaking is enclosed . 

The gradual introduction of new locomotives meeting U.S. EPA's current Tier 4 emission 
standards will substantially reduce per-locomotive emissions and partially mitigate 
projected increases in rail traffic. However, locomotive activity in both impacted 
communities and severely polluted regions must approach zero emissions to protect the 
public health and welfare of the nation, as well as achieve federal air quality standards 
set by U.S. EPA. Developing control technologies offer the opportunity to further reduce 
locomotive emissions of toxic and criteria air pollutants beyond Tier 4 levels . In addition, 
use of on-board batteries can support zero-emission rail operation in sensitive areas, as 
well as cut fuel consumption and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 

Peer-reviewed studies have found that there are significant "diesel exposure disparities 
by race and income among residents living in close proximity to most of the major 
railyards in California ." 1, 2 National locomotive emissions and diesel fuel standards, 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) agreements with railroads, California emission 

1 Hricko, Andrea, et al. "Global trade, local impacts: Lessons from California on Health Impacts and 
Environmental Justice Concerns for Residents Living near Freight Rail Yards." International Journal of 
Environmental Research and Public Health Vol. 11 (2), 2014, pp. 1914-1941. 
2 U.S EPA, "Age, Income, and Racial/Ethnic Composition of Populations Exposed to DPM in the Vicinity of 
Rail Yards and Terminals," Appendix H, 2003. 
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standards for drayage trucks and cargo equipment, and private and public investments in 
cleaner equipment are reducing overa ll emissions and health risk near our major 
railyards. But we cannot deliver on our collective responsibility to improve conditions on 
the ground for overburdened communities without new action by U.S. EPA to require a 
transition to zero and near-zero emission locomotives. ARB is requesting promulgation 
of updated emission standards, including standards for newly manufactured locomotives 
and standards for emissions. upon remanufacture. Under the proposed standard, with 
capability for zero-emission operation, newly manufactured locomotives could achieve 
99 percent control of oxides of nitrogen and diesel particulate matter, 98 percent control 
of hydrocarbons, and 10-25 percent control of GHGs. 

Potential Amended Emission Standards for Newly Manufactured Locomotives and 
Locomotive Engines 

NOx PM GHG HC 

Tier 
Proposed Proposed 

Year of Standard Percent Standard Percent Standard 
Percent 

Standard 
Percent Effective 

Level (g/bhp- Control' (g/bhp- Control' (g/bhp- (g/bhp-Manufacture Control' Control' Date 
hr) 1 hr)' hr)1 hr) 

0.2 99+ <0.01 99 NA 10-25% 0.02 98 
5 2025 2025 

With capability for zero-emission operation in designated areas. 

1. ARB, Technology Assessment: Fre ight Locomotives, 2016. 3 

2. Compared with uncontrolled baseline, reflects percent control over line haul baseline for illustrative purposes; 
ARB staff assumed older pre-Tier Oline haul and switch locomotives would be able to emit up to the Tier O PM emission standard s, 
based on American Association of Ra ilroads in-use emission testing (required to comply with U.S. EPA in-use emission testing 
requ irements) for older switch locomotives with EMO 645 engines. 

U.S. EPA has a long history of working for environmental justice in vulnerable, 
environmentally burdened, and economically disadvantaged communities. In the 
September 2016 National Port Strategy Assessment, U.S. EPA identifies the use of 
electric locomotives as an "effective port strategy to reduce [carbon dioxide] emissions."4 

In addition, U.S. EPA's Draft EJ 2020 Action Agenda5 (Action Agenda) identifies air 
pollution from freight-related hubs (like seaports and railyards) as an important national 
issue. Taking action to deliver locomotives capable of zero-emission operation in 
overburdened communities would further Goal Ill of the Action Agenda, to demonstrate 
progress on significant national environmental justice challenges, and respond to 

3 ARB, Technology Assessment: Freight Locomotives, November 2016 
<https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/final rail tech assessment 11282016.pdf> accessed 
December 9, 2016. 
4 U S. EPA, National Port Strategy Assessment: Reducing Air Pollution and Greenhouse Gases at U.S. 
Ports, September 2016 <https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-09/documents/420r16011.pdf> 
accessed December 15, 2016. 
5 U.S EPA, Draft EJ 2020 Action Agenda <https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-
05/documents/052216 ej 2020 strategic plan final 0.pdf> December 15, 2016. 
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Action 1.2, to identify and address potential adverse impacts from the commercial 
distribution of freight. 

The same locomotive technology advances needed to protect communities near railyards 
and high-traffic rail corridors can also cut nitrogen oxides to aid California and other 
states' ability to achieve the National Ambient Air Quality Standards set by U.S. EPA. 
Even widespread national deployment of Tier 4 locomotives will not be sufficient to attain 
the 2015 ozone standard in California or to meet ambitious State and federal targets to 
cut GHGs and short-lived climate pollutants like black carbon. 

ARB, aided by a contract with the University of Illinois, has conducted an in-depth 
assessment of locomotive technology, operations, and economics to identify options for 
California to transition to zero and near-zero emission locomotives. U.S. EPA rulemaking 
to tighten the national locomotive emission standards beyond the current Tier 4 
requirements is the most efficient and cost-effective path. Such U.S. EPA action would 
support environmental justice initiatives in rail-impacted communities, attainment of 
ambient air quality standards, and climate progress around the country. 

We urge U.S. EPA to exercise its authority to adopt more stringent emission standards 
for locomotives so that all states can meet federal air quality standards and climate goals, 
and address issues affecting the public health and welfare. We request a response to 
the enclosed petition by Summer 2017, to ensure adequate time for development of the 
proposed rulemaking. We are willing to assist in any way possible, including a 
partnership to perform technical analyses. If you would like to discuss this request, 
please call me at (916) 322-5840. 

Sincerely, 

1',',JU~ 
Mary D. Nichols 
Chair 

Enclosure 

cc: See next page. 
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cc: Elizabeth Adams 
Acting Director 
Air Division, Region 9 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Chris Grundler, Director 
Office of Transportation and Air Quality (6401A) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20460 

Brian P. Kelly, Secretary 
California State Transportation Agency 
915 Capitol Mall, Suite 350B 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Matt Rodriquez 
Secretary for Environmental Protection 
California Environmental Protection Agency 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, California 95812 

W. James Waggoner, President 
California Air Pollution Control Officers' Association 
1107 9th Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Honorable Board Members 
California Air Resources Board 

Richard W. Corey 
Executive Officer 
California Air Resources Board 
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Introduction and Summary 

The California Air Resources Board (ARB) is the California State agency charged with 
promoting and protecting public health, welfare and ecological resources through the 
effective and efficient reduction of air pollutants, while recognizing and considering the 
effects on the economy of the State. ARB, in coordination with local air districts, is also 
responsible for attaining and maintaining the federal air quality standards set by the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) under the federal Clean Air Act 
(CAA), 1 and for preparing California's State Implementation Plan (SIP), which lays out 
California's proposed plan for attainment of the federal air quality standards by 
identifying both the magnitude of emission reductions needed and the actions 
necessary to achieve those reductions by the required attainment deadline. 2 

Under the federal CAA, U.S. EPA has the sole authority to establish emissions 
standards for new locomotives and new engines used in locomotives. 3 By regulation, 
U.S. EPA has defined "new" locomotives to include both those newly manufactured and 
those existing locomotives that are remanufactured or rebuilt. Therefore, ARB, 
pursuant to Title 5, United States Code (U.S.C.) section 553(e) and the federal CAA, 
hereby petitions U.S. EPA to amend the current "Emission Standards for Locomotives 
and Locomotive Engines." 

Specifically, ARB petitions U.S. EPA to promulgate a standard for newly built 
locomotives (to be referred to as Tier 5) and a new standard for Tier 4 locomotives upon 
remanufacture. ARB also petitions U.S. EPA to promulgate remanufacture standards 
equal to or more stringent than current Tier 4 emission levels for Tier 2 and 3 
locomotive engines. Amending U.S. EPA's locomotive standard in these ways is 
included as an action in ARB's Revised Proposed 2016 State Strategy for the SIP. The 
amendment ARB seeks is vital to the public health and welfare of the nation, as well as 
to the State's ability to achieve and maintain the federal air quality standards set by 
U.S. EPA. 

Background on Locomotives, Locomotive Operations, and Existing Regulations 

While there are various locomotive technologies in use, most locomotives operating 
today use a diesel engine to drive an alternator, which powers electric traction motors to 
move the locomotive wheels. These are referred to as diesel-electric locomotives. 
Since locomotives use diesel engines as their primary power source, there are criteria, 
toxic, and climate change pollutant emissions associated with their operation, such as 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx), fine particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5) 
and its subset of toxic diesel particulate matter (diesel PM), and greenhouse gases 
(GHG). 

1 42 U.S.C. § 7401 et. seq. 
2 California Health & Safety Code§ 39602, 42 U.S.C. § 7410(a)(1). 
3 42 U.S.C. § 7547(a)(5). 
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The total population of railroads operating in the U.S. consists of: freight railroads 
(categorized by three classes: Class I, II, and Ill), passenger railroads, and military and 
industrial railroads. The Federal Surface Transportation Board defines Class I (major), 
Class II (regional) , or Class Ill (shortline) railroads based on inflation-adjusted annual 
operating revenue. In 2014, Class I major railroads were defined as having greater than 
$475 million in annual operating revenue. 4 Across the U.S., Class I operations generate 
the vast majority of locomotive activity and emissions, with most of that from interstate 
line haul locomotives. Using data from the American Association of Railroads, ARB 
staff estimates that the number of U.S. freight and passenger diesel-electric locomotives 
that are potentially subject to U.S. EPA locomotive regulations is about 31,000. 5 In the 
U.S. , diesel locomotive engine use among freight railroads has risen from 800 million 
revenue ton-miles in 19706 to more than 1.7 billion revenue ton-miles in 2015, 7 and it is 
projected to further increase. 

U.S. EPA defines two major categories of locomotives that operate in the nation: switch 
locomotives (switchers), and line haul locomotives. Switchers are specifically defined 
by U.S. EPA as having engines between 1,006 and 2,300 horsepower; 8 these 
locomotives tend to operate in and around railyards. Switchers are used to move 
smaller subsets of railcars from a nearby industry to the railyard, or move a group of 
railcars within a railyard, to ultimately form a larger regional or interstate freight train. 
Line haul locomotives have engines with a maximum rated power of 2,301 or more 
horsepower. Interstate freight trains typically utilize three or more interstate line haul 
locomotives within chains of railcars up to two miles long to power the movement of 
freight. 

With their long useful life and durability, locomotive engines are designed to be 
remanufactured several times during their service life; typically, this is done every seven 
to ten years. Remanufacture is necessary to ensure the continued proper functioning of 
the engine. When the locomotive engine is remanufactured, it receives replacement 
parts, which are either freshly-manufactured or remanufactured to as-new condition; this 
includes the emission-related parts. 9 The emission level of a locomotive engine is 
dependent upon when it was manufactured or remanufactured, because the date of 
manufacture or remanufacture determines the standard to which the engine is certified. 

4 Association of American Railroads , Rail Statistics of Class 1 Freight Railroads 
<https://www.aar.org/Documents/Railroad-Statistics. pdf> accessed December 12, 2016. 
5 ARB, Technology Assessment: Freight Locomotives , November 2016 
<https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/final rail tech assessment 11282016. pdf> accessed 
December 9, 2016. 
6 U.S. Department of Transportation , Bureau of Transportation Statistics, U.S. Ton-Miles of Freight 
<http://www. rita. dot. gov/bts/sites/rita. dot. gov. bts/files/pu bl ications/national transportation statistics/2002/ 
html/table 01 44.html> accessed December 12, 2016. 
7 Surface Transportation Board , Office of Economics, Environmental Analys is, and Administration: 
Quarterly Earnings Reports, 2015 Fourth Quarter Earnings Compilation for All Class 1 Freight Railroads, 
12 months ended December 31, 2015 <http://www.stb.dot.gov/econdata.nsf> accessed December 15, 
2016. 
8 40 CFR § 1033.901. 
9 U.S. EPA, Locomotive Emission Standards, Regulatory Support Document, April 1998, section 2.6. 
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U.S. EPA first established emission standards applicable to locomotives and locomotive 
engines in 1998, and the standards have been revised over time (see Table 1 ). 
Standards were applied to hydrocarbons (HC), NOx, and PM; U.S. EPA has expressed 
PM emission factors as either "PM" or "PM1 O." 10 

In 1998, U.S. EPA adopted Tier 0, Tier 1, and Tier 2 emission standards for original 
manufacture and for subsequent remanufactures of locomotives; these were applicable 
to locomotives with engine model years from 1973-2011 . In 2008, U.S. EPA amended 
the 1998 locomotive regulation, establishing a Tier 3 and a Tier 4 emission standard, as 
wel l as stricter remanufacturing standards for remanufactured Tier 0-2 engines. 11 

The new Tier 3 PM emission standards went into effect for engine model years 
2012-2014 for line haul locomotives and represented a minor step change. The Tier 4 
line haul locomotive standard, effective in 2015, requires a reduction of NOx and PM 
emissions of 90 percent for NOx and 95 percent for PM, relative to pre-Tier 0. The key 
technologies used to achieve these reductions in NOx and PM emissions are exhaust 
gas recircu lation and improvements to the cooling system . Tier 4 locomotives are 
commercially ava ilable and are now being phased in. 

10 U.S EPA, Technical High lights of Emission Factors for Locomotives (2009) , 
<https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/P100500B.PDF?Dockey=P100500B.PDF> accessed December 
15, 2016. U.S EPA uses particle mass to distinguish between the two categories of particle pollution . In 
US EPA documents where factors are expressed as PM, "PM emissions can be expressed as PM1 0 
(which includes all particles up to 10 microns in diameter) or PM2.5 (which includes only those particles 
2.5 microns or less in diameter) ." Per U.S. EPA Publication EPA-420-F-09-025, Emission Factors for 
Locomotives, (April 2009), "PM2.5 emissions can be estimated as 0.97 times the PM1 0 emissions, 
meaning that nearly all of the PM is [2 .5 microns or less] in diameter." 
11 U.S. EPA, 40 CFR Parts 9. 85. et al. 
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Table 1: 
Existing Federal Locomotive Emission Standards and Percent Control1

•
2 

Line Haul Locomotives 

NOx PM HC 

Emiss ion Tier 
Yea r of 

Manufact ure Standard Percent Standard Percent Standard Percent 
(g/bhp-h r) Control (g/bhp-hr) Cont rol (g/bhp-hr) Control 

Pre-Tier 0 1973-1999 13.53 n/a 0.6
3 

n/a 1.0 n/a 

Tier 0 2000-2001 9.5 30 0.6 0 1.0 0 

Tier 1 2002-2004 7.4 45 0.45 25 0.55 45 

Tier 2 2005-2011 5.5 59 0.2 67 0.3 70 

Tier 3 2012-2014 5.5 59 0.1 83 0.3 70 

Tier 4 2015 1.3 90 0.03 95 0.14 86 

Switch Locomotives 

NOx PM HC 

Emission Tier 
Year of 

M anufactu re St andard Percent Standard Percent Standard Percent 
(g/bhp-hr) Con t ro l (g/bhp-hr) Control (g/bhp-hr) Contro l 

Pre-Tier 0 1973-1999 17.4
3 

n/a 0.72
4 

n/a 2. 1 n/a 

Tier 0 2000-2001 14.0 20 0.72 0 2.1 0 

Tier 1 2002-2004 11.0 37 0.54 25 1.2 43 

Tier 2 2005-2011 8.1 53 0.24 67 0.6 71 

Tier 3 2012-2014 5.0 71 0.1 86 0.6 71 

Tier 4 2015 1.3 93 0.03 96 0.14 93 

1. 40 CFR Pa rt 1033.101, a. 

2. U.S. EPA, Fact Sheet EPA-420-F-09-025, April 2009. 

3. U.S. EPA, Locomotive Emissions Standards, Regu latory Su pport Docu ment (U.S. EPA, 1998), p. 96 - Estimated 

NOx Emiss ion Rates. 

4. ARB staff assumed older pre-Tier O line haul and swi tch locomot ives would be ab le to emit up to t he Tier O PM 

emission standards, based on Ameri ca n Associat ion of Railroa ds in-use emiss ion testi ng (requi red to comply wi t h 

U.S. EPA in-use emiss ion test ing requ irements) for older swit ch locomot ives with EM D 645 engines. 

Historically, it has taken about seven years for U.S. locomotive manufacturers to 
implement new engine standards that represented a major step change. For example, 
it took General Electric and Electro-Motive Diesel, the two U.S. diesel-electric fre ight 
interstate line haul locomotive manufacturers, seven years to design, laboratory test, 
build prototypes, and field demonstrate a number of locomotives to be ready for 
commercial production of Tier 2 locomotives . 12 While the federal locomotive standards 
have ach ieved sign ificant emission reductions since implementation of the first 
locomotive regu lation in 2000, more stringent emission standards are needed to 

12 ARB, Technology Assessment: Fre ight Locomotives, November 2016 
<https://www.arb.ca.gov/msproq/tech/techreport/final rail tech assessment 11282016. pdf> accessed 
December 9, 2016 
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address the air quality, public health , and climate change concerns associated with 
locomotive operations. Th is is discussed in detail in the next section . 

Need for Amendment 

A. U.S. EPA Must Amend the Current Locomotive Emission Standards to Help 
States to Meet the Federal Air Quality Standards. 

Under the federal CAA, U.S. EPA is charged with protecting and enhancing "the quality 
of the Nation's air resources so as to promote the public health and welfare and the 
productive capacity of its population. "13 To carry out th is task , the Administrator must 
set federal air quality standards that the Administrator has judged are "requisite to 
protect the pub lic health ." 14 In response to new scientific evidence demonstrating health 
impacts at lower levels of pollution, U.S. EPA has progressively strengthened federal air 
quality standards to levels it has judged as requisite to protect the public health. 15 In 
2015, U.S. EPA revised the primary and secondary 8-hour ozone standard from the 
2008 level of 0.075 parts per mill ion (ppm) to 0.070 ppm, and in 2013 , the primary 
annual PM2.5 standard was revised from 15 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3

) to 
12 µg/m 3

. 
16 U.S. EPA retained the secondary annual PM2.5 standard of 15 µg/m 3

. 

Although the states wi ll be given time to comply with the updated standards, prior 
standards are sti ll not being met in some places. According to a report released by the 
Congressional Research Service, 17 122 mi llion people (40 percent of the U.S. 
population) live in areas classified as being in nonattainment for the 2008 primary and 
secondary 8-hour ozone standard (0.075 ppm). These areas include 224 counties in 
25 states, and the District of Columbia. A Congressional Research Service report on 
PM2.5 states that rough ly 28 mill ion people reside in the 39 counties U.S. EPA 
designated as nonattainment for the 20 13 primary annual PM2.5 standard (12 µg/m3

) .
18 

Around the country, states with rai l operations face chal lenges in meeting the federa l air 
quality standards set by U.S. EPA. States with high concentrations of ra il activity and 
the highest locomotive emissions of NOx, which also have portions of the state in 
nonattainment of the 0.075 ppm primary and secondary 8-hour ozone standard include: 
California , Il linois, Pennsylvania, Maryland, New York, New Jersey, and Texas. 

13 42 U.S.C. § 7401(b). 
14 42 U.S.C. § 7409(a) and (b). 
15 40 CFR, Parts 50, 51 , 52, and 58. 
16 U.S. EPA, NAAQS Table, March 29, 2015 <https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table> 
accessed April 21 , 201 6 and US EPA, Table of Historical Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS), accessed March 4, 2016 <https://www.epa.gov/ozone-pollution/table-historical-ozone-national­
ambient-air-quality-standards-naags> accessed December 12, 2016. 
17 Congressional Research Service, Ozone Air Quality Standards: EPA's 201 5 Revision , 
January 2016 <https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R43092.pdf> accessed December 12, 2016. 
18 Congressional Research Service, 2013 National Ambient Air Qual ity Standard (NAAQS) for Fine 
Particulate Matter (PM2.5): Designating Nonatta inment Areas, 
December 2015 <https://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R43953.pdf> accessed December 12, 2016. 
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Portions of Pennsylvania are also in nonattainment of the primary annual 12 µg/m3 

PM2.5 and the secondary annual 15 µg/m3 PM2.5 standards. Although designations 
using the primary and secondary 8-hour 0.070 ppm ozone standard have not yet been 
implemented, under current conditions U.S. EPA estimates at least 241 counties in 
33 states would be in nonattainment. 19 

ARB has vigorously pursued the adoption and enforcement of regulations to help 
California meet the federal air quality standards. However, California continues to have 
some of the worst air quality in the nation. In 2015, PM2.5 emissions from all types of 
locomotive activity in California were estimated to be about 580 tons per year, about 
three percent of the total mobile source emissions for the State; NOx emissions from 
locomotives were estimated to be over 32,000 tons per year, about seven percent of all 
mobile source emissions for the State. 

Current control programs for mobile sources are projected to reduce NOx and PM2.5 
emissions in California over 50 percent between 2015 and 2031. However, meeting 
federal standards in the South Coast and San Joaquin Valley will require significant 
further reductions; this includes the attainment deadlines to meet the primary and 
secondary 8-hour 0.08 ppm ozone standard by 2023 in the South Coast and the San 
Joaquin Valley, the primary and secondary 8-hour 0.075 ppm ozone standard by 2031 
in the South Coast and the San Joaquin Valley, and the primary annual 12 µg/m3 PM2.5 
standard by 2021 to 2025 in the South Coast and the San Joaquin Valley. 

To achieve reductions in criteria and toxic emissions over the years , ARB has regulated 
many on-road and off-road mobile sources and the fuels that power them, including 
passenger vehicles, heavy-duty trucks, off-road equipment, ocean-going vessels, 
commercial harbor craft, etc. Incentives have played a key role in achieving early and 
extra reductions. Agreements have also been critical in helping achieve regional 
emissions reductions from locomotives. On climate, ARB has adopted far-reaching 
policies, such as the Regulation for the California Cap on Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
and Market-Based Compliance Mechanisms (the Cap-and-Trade Program), the Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard, and the Advanced Clean Cars Program. 

These controls, combined with private investments and efforts at the local and federal 
level , have achieved measurable improvements in air quality and provide a down 
payment on the emission reductions needed to meet air quality standards. 
Nonetheless, given the severity of the State's challenges, particularly in the South Coast 
and the San Joaquin Valley, the only way to meet federal standards is for all source 
sectors to further cut emissions. Success in California and in many other states 
depends on policies to achieve reductions from sources under federal and international 
regulatory authority, such as locomotives. 

19 U S. EPA, NMQS Table, March 29 , 2015 <https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table> 
accessed December 12, 2016. 
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8. U.S. EPA Must Promulgate the Proposed Standards to Control the Dangers 
of Locomotive Emissions to the Public Health and Welfare. 

U.S. EPA has the authority, and in fact , has the obligation, to set standards for 
locomotives and locomotive engines. 20 Locomotive activity creates a significant source 
of NOx and PM2.5. NOx is linked with a number of adverse effects on the respiratory 
system, and is a primary precursor to ground-level ozone, and fine particle pollution. 21 

U.S. EPA calculated that locomotives emitted over 865 ,000 tons per year of NOx and 
around 26,000 tons per year of PM2.5 nationwide in 2011 . 22 

PM2.5 contributes to premature death, as well as cardiac and respiratory illnesses. 
Many of the constituent chemicals in the subset of diesel PM are also federally identified 
hazardous air pollutants, including polycyclic organic matter, various metals such as 
arsen ic, lead , and mercury, and polychlorinated dibenzo(p)dioxins and dibenzofurans. 23 

ARB has identified diesel PM as a toxic air contaminant based on published evidence of 
a relationship between diesel exhaust exposure and lung cancer and other adverse 
health effects. Diesel PM also contributes to the same non-cancer health effects as 
PM2.5 exposure. These effects include premature death , hospitalizations and 
emergency department visits for exacerbated chronic heart and lung disease, including 
asthma, increased respiratory symptoms, and decreased lung function in 
children. 24 Those most vulnerable to non-cancer health effects are children whose 
lungs are still developing and the elderly who often have chronic health problems. 

In 2012, additional studies on the cancer-causing potential of diesel exhaust published 
since ARB's determination led the International Agency for Research on Cancer, a 
division of the World Health Organization , to list diesel engine exhaust as "carcinogenic 
to humans." This determination is based primarily on evidence from occupational 
studies that show a link between exposure to diesel particulate matter and lung cancer 
induction , as well as death from lung cancer. 25 

Concentrated local exposure in and around freight railyards and passenger locomotive 
maintenance yards is a particular hazard for yard workers and residents of nearby 
communities . Freight locomotives are cascaded down throughout their useful lives as 
they age, beginning in line haul work and ending in railyards or other locales in close 
proximity to residents . As a result, locomotives operating continuously near rail hubs 

20 42 U.S.C. § 7547. 
21 U S. EPA, Nitrogen Dioxide <https://www.epa.gov/no2-pol1ution/basic-information-about-no2#Effects> 
accessed December 12, 2016. 
22 U.S. EPA, 201 1 NEI data <https://www.epa.gov/air-emissions-inventories/2011-national-emissions­
inventory-nei-data> accessed December 12, 2016. 
23 U.S. EPA, Urban Air Toxics <https://www.epa.gov/urban-air-toxics> accessed December 12, 2016. 
24 ARB, Diesel Exhaust and Health <https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/diesel/diesel-health.htm> accessed 
December 12, 2016. · 
25 International Agency for Research on Cancer, Diesel and Gasoline Eng ine Exhausts and Some 
Nitroarenes, vol. 105, 2012. 
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and industrial centers are often among the oldest, and are therefore the least control led 
and highest emitting. 

California is home to a large number of railyards. Eight of its 18 major fre ight railyards 
are intermodal ra ilyards with extensive truck traffic. California-specific requirements for 
cleaner fuels , trucks, and yard equipment have accelerated the reduction of emissions 
and health risks. Even with these stringent controls , ARB estimates that the highest risk 
rai lyards in California wil l still expose nearby residents to significant excess cancer 
risks. 

In March 2015, the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment released an 
update to its recommended methodology for conducting health risk assessments in 
California. For many facilities, including railyards and maintenance yards, use of the 
new risk assessment methodology and air dispersion model will resu lt in higher 
estimated pollutant concentrations, higher exposures, and higher estimated potential 
cancer risks than would have been calculated with the prior (2003) methodology- for 
the same level of emissions. The historical potential inhalation cancer risk using the 
new methodology may be 1.5 to three times (or more) higher than what was estimated 
using the 2003 methodology that was the basis for ARB's health risk assessments of 
the 18 major rai lyards. 26 

The remaining 10 of the 18 major railyards in the State are identified as classification 
ra ilyards, where chains of railcars are broken up or assembled by a switcher based on 
their common destination . In classification railyards, locomotives that power or bu ild 
tra ins are refueled and are subject to ongoing service and maintenance. These 
activities result in engine idl ing time, which results in emissions that can increase 
associated health risks in nearby communities. Depending on the type of railyard , 
freight interstate line haul locomotives can contribute 70 to 100 percent of railyard diesel 
PM emissions. 27 

In California and across the nation, these harmful emissions often occur in or near 
densely populated areas and neighborhoods, creating toxic "hot spots. " For example, 
U.S. EPA's 2011 National Air Toxics Assessment maps show high levels of cancer risk 
and high concentrations of respiratory hazards in the communities near operations in 
Chicago, Dallas/Fort Worth, Houston, Atlanta , Minneapol is/St. Paul , Seattle, Portland , 
and the various ports in and around New York City. 28 

26 ARB, Railyard Health Risk Assessment and Mitigation Measures 
<https://www.arb.ca.gov/railyard/hra/hra.htm> accessed December 12, 2016. 
27 ARB, Technology Assessment: Freight Locomotives , November 2016 
<https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/final rail tech assessment 11282016. pdf> accessed 
December 9, 2016. 
28 U S. EPA, 2011 National Air Toxics Assessment Map <https://www.epa.gov/national-air-toxics­
assessmenU2011-nata-map> accessed December 12, 201 6. 
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Reducing GHG emissions from locomotives is also a concern for California, the entire 
country, and the world. U.S. EPA has the authority to and must regulate sources of air 
pollution and GHG which endanger the public health or welfare. 29 The 2015 United 
Nations Agreement on Climate Change (Paris Agreement) noted with concern that 

. . . much greater emission reduction efforts will be required than those 
associated with the intended nationally determined contributions in order 
to hold the increase in the global average temperature to below 2°C above 
pre-industrial levels. 

Participants in the Paris Agreement also acknowledged : "All Parties should strive to 
formulate and communicate long-term low greenhouse gas emission development 
strategies ." 30 GHG emissions from locomotives are increasing; U.S. EPA estimates that 
nationwide GHG emissions from rail transport grew by 21.4 percent from 1990 to 
2014. 31 In addition to GHG, PM2.5 constituents include black carbon, a powerful 
short-lived climate pollutant which darkens and warms the atmosphere and accelerates 
snow melt. 32 

C. U.S. EPA Must Promulgate The Proposed Standards Because They Obtain 
the Greatest Degree of Emission Reduction Achievable Through The 
Application Of Technology Which The Administrator Determines Will Be 
Available for Regulated Locomotives and Locomotive Engines. 

The Administrator must promulgate emission standards for new locomotives and 
locomotive engines which 

... achieve the greatest degree of emission reduction achievable through 
the application of technology which the Administrator determines will be 
available for the locomotives or engines to which such standards apply, 
giving appropriate consideratio,n to the cost of applying such technology 
within the period of time available to manufacturers and to noise, energy, 
and safety factors associated with the application of such technology. 33 

Such standards are to take effect at the earliest possible date, considering lead time 
necessary for the development and application of requisite technology and the cost of 
compliance, energy, and safety. 34 

29 Massachusetts v. US. EPA, 549 U S 497 (2007). 
3° Conference of the Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, 
Paris Agreement, Article 4. 
31 U.S. EPA, Fast Facts U.S. Transportation Sector Greenhouse Gas Emissions 1990-2014, June 2016 
<https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P100ONBL.pdf> accessed December 12, 2016. 
32 U.S. EPA, Report to Congress on Black Carbon , March 2012, section 2.6.2. 
33 42 U.S.C. § 7547(a)(5). 
34 Id.§ 7547(b). 
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The fede~al CAA is technology-forcing, and the Administrator may adopt standards 
which require the use of technology which is expected to be available in the foreseeable 
future. 35 The current U.S. EPA Tier 4 locomotive emission standards no longer reflect 
the best available technology. Since the 2008 amendment of the locomotive engine 
emission standards, technology has advanced significantly, allowing for additional 
emission reduction benefits. New, stricter standards for both newly built locomotives 
and remanufactured locomotives are feasible with the advanced technologies currently 
being developed and tested. 36 Technologies such as aftertreatment (compact selective 
catalytic reduction (SCR), diesel oxidation catalyst (DOC) filters) , and on-board batteries 
for hybrid-electric locomotives, as well as battery and fuel-cell electric locomotives with 
zero-exhaust emissions, could be used to achieve the reductions needed in diesel PM, 
PM2.5, NOx, and GHG. 37 

Aftertreatment-equipped locomotives can be augmented with on-board batteries to 
provide an additional 10-25 percent reduction in fuel consumption and GHG emissions. 
On-board batteries provide zero-emission track mile capabilities in and around railyards 
to further reduce PM and associated health risks in nearby communities. It is feasible 
for locomotives with these technologies to be available in the timeframe proposed in 
Table 2, and to advance progress towards zero-emission locomotives. In addition, 
emission performance standards should be established now to allow adequate time for 
full demonstration and testing in locomotive applications for these and other feasible 
technologies. 

Petition 

U.S. EPA should exercise its authority to amend the current "Emission Standards for 
Locomotives and Locomotive Engines" to achieve emission rates equal to or less than 
those shown in Table 2. Specifically, U.S. EPA should establish a standard for newly 
built locomotives (to be referred to as Tier 5) , and a new standard for Tier 4 engines 
upon remanufacture (to be referred to as Tier 4+) . U.S. EPA should also establish 
standards equal to or more stringent than the current Tier 4 level (to be referred to as 
Tier 2++, Tier 3+), upon remanufacture of Tier 2 and 3 locomotive engines. The 
emission rates identified in Table 2 are based on the extensive analysis presented in 
ARB's 2016 Technology Assessment: Freight Locomotives. 38 

35 42 u.s.c. § 7412 (d) and§ 7547 (a)(3)and (a)(4) . 
36 University of Il linois, Transitioning to a Zero or Near-Zero Emission Line-Hau l Freight Rail System in 
California: Operational and Economic Considerations 
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/railyard/docs/uoi rpt 06222016. pdf> accessed December 12, 2016. 
37 ARB, Technology Assessment: Freight Locomotives, November 2016 
<https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/final rail tech assessment 11282016.pdf> accessed 
December 9, 2016. 
38 ARB, Technology Assessment: Freight Locomotives , November 2016 
<https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/final rail tech assessment 11282016. pdf> accessed 
December 9, 2016 
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Tier Year of 

Table 2: 
Potential Amended Emission Standards for 

Locomotives and Locomotive Engines 

NOx PM GHG 

Standard Percent Standard Percent Standard Standard 

HC 
Proposed 

Percent Percent Effective 
Level Manufacture (g/bhp- Control' (g/bhp- Control' (g/bhp- (g/bhp- Date 

2++ 

3+ 

4+ 

5 

hr)1 hr)' hr)' 
Control' 

hr) 
Control' 

2005-2011 1.3 90 0.03 95 NA 0 0.14 85 2023 

2012-2014 1.3 90 0.03 95 NA 0 0.14 85 2023 

2015-2024 0.3 99 <0.01 99 NA 0 0.05 95 2023 

0.2 99+ <0.01 99 NA 10-25% 0.02 98 
2025 2025 

With capability for zero-em ission operation in designated areas. 

1. ARB, Technology Assessment : Freight Locomotives, 2016. 
39 

2. Compared with uncontrolled baseline, reflects percent control over line haul baseline for illustrative purposes; 
ARB staff assumed older pre-Tier Oline haul and switch locomotives would be able to emit up to t he Tier O PM emission standards, 
based on American Association of Railroads in-use emission testing (required to comply w ith U.S. EPA in-use emission testing 
requirements) for older switch locomotives with EMD 645 engines. 

If U.S. EPA promulgates the requested amendments such that they are effective by 
2020 or earlier, ARB proposes that the Tier 5 standards go into effect in 2025; these 
standards should reduce GHG by 10-25 percent, NOx by at least 99 percent, and PM 
by at least 99 percent, relative to pre-Tier 0. Staff believes these reductions are 
attainable for both switchers and line haul locomotives in freight and passenger rail 
service. 

As previously explained, Congress has specifically authorized U.S. EPA to promulgate 
these proposed amendments, which would establish emission standards for new 
locomotives and locomotive engines that safely achieve the greatest possible 
reductions at the earliest possible date, through the use of applicable technology. 40 

The federal CAA is technology-forcing, and the Administrator may promulgate 
standards which require the use of technology which is expected to be available in the 
foreseeable future. 41 Since the 2008 amendment of the locomotive engine emission 
standards, technology has advanced significantly, allowing for additional emission 
reduction benefits. Stricter standards are feasible with technologies , including SCR, 
DOC filters, on-board batteries for hybrid electric locomotives, and battery and fuel-cell 
electric locomotives with zero-exhaust emissions. Standards should be established 

39 ARB, Technology Assessment: Freight Locomotives, November 2016 
<https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/final ra il tech assessment 11282016.pdf> accessed 
December 9, 2016. 
40 

Id.§ 7547(a)(5) ; International Harvester Co. v. Ruckelshaus, 478 F.2d 615, 648 (D.C. Cir. 1973); 
NRDC vs U.S. Envt/. Protection Agency 06-73217 (D.C. Cir. 2014); 42 U.S.C. § 7547 (b). 
42 42 U.S.C. § 7547(a)(5). 

12 



now to allow adequate time for full demonstration and testing in locomotive applications 
for this and other feasible technologies. 

ARB staff estimates that U.S. EPA could require manufacturers to implement the new 
locomotive emission regulations by as early as 2023 for remanufactured locomotives 
and 2025 for newly manufactured locomotives. This estimate would allow seven years 
to develop and apply the technology for new Tier 5 standards. The proposal for stricter 
remanufacturing standards would allow five years for locomotive engine manufacturers 
to apply improved engine designs and technologies in their remanufacturing practices. 
The costs and development timelines would be in line with those seen in prior 
locomotive eng ine standard promulgations. 

A new Tier 4 freight interstate line haul locomotive costs about $3 million, ARB staff 
estimates a compact SCR/DOC system could cost an additional $250,000 per 
locomotive, bringing the cost of a Tier 4+ locomotive to about $3.25 million. ARB staff 
estimates that a locomotive capable of Tier 5 standards, with compact SCR and DOC 
aftertreatment and on-board batteries, would have total capital costs of about $4 million . 
This would represent about an additional $1 million beyond Tier 4 .42 

Conclusion 

California has achieved tremendous success in reducing harmful emissions. For 
California and for many other states to reduce toxic hot spots and to meet critical air 
quality standards and climate goals, we must achieve reductions beyond those that the 
states can reach on their own under existing programs. Achieving these goals will 
provide much needed public health protection for millions of Americans who still breathe 
unhealthy air, and will improve air quality in our most disadvantaged communities. 

Timely action is critical. ARB is requesting that U.S. EPA promulgate the requested 
amendments such that they are effective by 2020 or earl ier. Cal ifornia's Revised 
Proposed 2016 State Strategy for the SIP relies on the benefits that can be achieved by 
U.S. EPA promulgation of more protective emission standards for newly manufactured 
and remanufactured locomotives. Delaying promulgation until a later date would 
impede achievement of the federal air quality standards that U.S. EPA establ ished, and 
forego critical emission and health benefits in California and throughout the nation. 

ARB requests that U.S. EPA amend the current "Emission Standards for Locomotives 
and Locomotive Engines" and requests a response to this petition by Summer 2017 , in 
order to ensure adequate time to develop the proposed rulemaking. ARB offers itself as 
a partner to provide technical assistance during the rulemaking process. 

42 ARB, Technology Assessment: Freight Locomotives, November 2016 
<https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/final rail tech assessment 11282016. pdf> accessed 
December 9, 2016. 
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After printing this label: 
1 Use the 'Print' button on this page to print your label to your laser or inkjet printer. 
2. Fold the printed page along the horizontal line. 
3. Place label in shipping pouch and affix it to your shipment so that the barcode portion of the label can be read and scanned . 

Warn ing Use only the printed original label for shipping. Using a photocopy of this label for shipping purposes is fraudulent and could 
result 1n additional billing charges, along with the cancellation of your FedEx account number. 
Use of th is system constitutes your agreement to the service condit ions in the current FedEx Service Guide, avai lable on 
fedex .com .FedEx will not be responsible for any claim in excess of $100 per package, whether the result of loss, damage, delay, non­
delivery,misdelivery,or misinformation, unless you declare a higher value, pay an additional charge , document your actual loss and file a 
timely claim.Limitations found in the current FedEx Service Guide apply. Your right to recover from FedEx for any loss, including intrinsic 
value of the package, loss of sa les, income interest, profit, attorney's fees , costs, and other forms of damage whether direct, 
incidental.consequential, or special is limited to the greater of $100 or the authorized declared value . Recovery cannot exceed actual 
documented loss.Maximum for items of extraordinary value is $1,000, e.g. Jewelry , precious meta ls, negotiable instruments and other 
items listed in our ServiceGuide. Written claims must be filed within strict time limits, see current FedEx Service Guide. 

https://www.fedex.com/shipping/html/en//PrintIFrame.html 4/14/2017 





UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NATIONAL VEHICLE AND FUEL EMISSIONS LABORATORY 

2565 PLYMOUTH ROAD 

Ms. Mary D. Nichols, Chair 
Air Resources Board 
1001 I Street 
Post Office Box 2815 
Sacramento, California 95812 

Dear Ms. Nichols: 

ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN 48105-2498 

APR 2 0 2017 

OFFICE OF 
AIR AND RADIATION 

Thank you for your letter of April 13, 2017, to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Scott Pruitt, urging the EPA to again adopt more stringent emission standards for locomotives. You also 
stated that reducing locomotive-related emissions and the resulting air toxic hot spots near railyards is a 
high priority for disadvantaged communities within California and around the nation. The Administrator 
has asked me to respond to you on his behalf. 

The EPA received your petition, submitted on behalf of California Air Resources Board. The EPA will 
review this petition and will make an informed decision on the petition based upon the best available 
data and information. 

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact Matthew Spears, who is 
the Center Director for Heavy-Duty Diesel Standards within our Office of Transportation and Air 
Quality, at spears.matthew@epa.gov or at 734-214-4921. 

Sincerely, 

Wi.i::~r-
Assessments and Standards Division 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov 
Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% eostconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper 



Tue Aug 21 17:05:10 EDT 2018 
CMS.OEX@epamail.epa.gov 
FW: Docket#EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355: Response from 14 states to your CPP replacement proposal 
To: "cms.oex@domino.epamail.epa.gov" <cms.oex@domino.epamail.epa.gov> 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

From: Hope, Brian 

Sent: Tuesday, August 21, 2018 9:05:08 PM (UTC+00:00) Monrovia, Reykjavik 

To: CMS.OEX 

Subject: FW: Docket#EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355: Response from 14 states to your CPP replacement proposal 

 

 

Please note that this has also been sent to the docket.

 

From: Vicki Arroyo [mailto:arroyo@law.georgetown.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, August 21, 2018 3:34 PM
To: Wheeler, Andrew <wheeler.andrew@epa.gov>; A-AND-R-DOCKET <A-AND-R-DOCKET@epa.gov>
Cc: JAMES BRADBURY <JAMES.BRADBURY@georgetown.edu>; Peter Rafle <Peter.Rafle@georgetown.edu>
Subject: Docket#EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355: Response from 14 states to your CPP replacement proposal
Importance: High

 

Dear Administrator Wheeler,

 

Please consider the attached comments of state leaders from 14 states (representing 123 million people and over 43 percent of the
economy) strongly opposing the CPP replacement proposal that EPA released today.  For nearly ten years, our Georgetown Climate
Center has served as a facilitator of leading state efforts, and we are proud to have worked with the states in drafting this letter
expressing their serious concerns. 

 

As an EPA OAR alumna myself (having started my career in the Reagan era in 1987) and a former state official, I look forward to
working with our team in supporting states in preparing their formal comments on the proposal once it is published, and I very much
hope you will seriously consider their comments and concerns for the good of our country and planet.   

 

Sincerely,
Vicki  Arroyo

Executive Director, Georgetown Climate Center

Asst. Dean, Centers & Institutes and Professor from Practice, Georgetown Law

202-661-6556

 

 



[via email] 
 
August 21, 2018 
 
Acting Administrator Andrew Wheeler 
Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Ave. NW 
Washington, DC 20460 
 
Dear Acting Administrator Wheeler, 
 
We are environmental and energy agency leaders from 14 states that include 123 million people 
and comprise over 43 percent of the U.S. economy.1  As leaders of these agencies, we play 
important roles in protecting our citizens’ health and the environment in collaboration with the 
federal government.  We strongly oppose the Administration’s proposal to replace the Clean 
Power Plan with a framework that would fail to require critically important reductions in carbon 
pollution from power plants—one of the largest sources of carbon pollution in our country.   
 
The Administration’s proposal abandons its obligations under the Clean Air Act to ensure that 
state plans address dangerous air pollution from existing pollution sources and satisfy the 
fundamental statutory requirement—that they achieve emission reductions commensurate with 
those achievable using the best system of emission reduction available. This proposal will 
endanger the health and welfare of our residents. 
 
The need to reduce carbon emissions to address climate change is clear. Our states are already 
experiencing the harms of climate change, including increased wildfires, more severe droughts 
and heatwaves, rising seas, and increased frequency and intensity of extreme and costly storms. 
These and other impacts are directly harming the health and welfare of residents in our states and 
causing significant economic damage. 
 
In order to address the challenge of climate change, we need to significantly reduce carbon 
pollution and other greenhouse gas emissions, as informed by the best science and the best 
solutions available.  
 
We continue to support EPA’s approach in the Clean Power Plan to identify a Best System of 
Emission Reduction (BSER) that recognizes the strategies that power plants already implement 
to reduce emissions and that drive technological improvements in the electric sector. The 
experience of our states confirms that the best system for reducing carbon pollution necessarily 
includes reducing the utilization of higher emitting sources of power generation—and that this 
system can achieve significant, cost-effective emission reductions.  
 

                                                      
1 See U.S. Census Bureau, Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for the United States, Regions, States, and 
Puerto Rico: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2017, https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2017/demo/popest/state-
total.html; U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Interactive Tables: Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP), Annual Gross Domestic Product (GDP) By State, https://apps.bea.gov/regional/index.htm  

https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2017/demo/popest/state-total.html
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2017/demo/popest/state-total.html
https://apps.bea.gov/regional/index.htm


The Clean Power Plan framework captured the benefits of technological improvements and 
industry trends, representing the best system to reduce carbon pollution from existing power 
plants when taking into consideration cost, impacts on energy, and other health and 
environmental impacts, as required by the Clean Air Act.  
 
We, the undersigned, have joined other states in expressing these and other concerns through 
multi-state comment letters on the proposed Clean Power Plan repeal and the Advance Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking (ANPRM) for a possible replacement.   
 
In addition, numerous states have submitted comments urging the EPA to preserve the CPP as is, 
or to otherwise ensure meaningful reductions of carbon pollution from the electric power sector.  
 
Below are links to many of those comments. 
 
Comments on the proposed CPP Repeal were filed by the following states (or groups of states): 

• California Air Resources Board 
• Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control 
• Maryland Attorney General 
• Maryland Department of the Environment 
• Minnesota Pollution Control Agency and Department of Commerce 
• North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality 
• New York State Public Service Commission, Department of Environmental 

Conservation, and Energy Research and Development Authority 
• Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
• Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 
• Washington Department of Ecology and Department of Commerce 
• State Attorneys General from New York, California, Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, 

Illinois, Iowa, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota (through the MPCA), New 
Mexico, North Carolina, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, Virginia, and 
Washington, and the District of Columbia 

  
Comments on the ANPRM were filed by the following states (or groups of states): 

• California Air Resources Board 
• Colorado Department of Health and Environment 
• Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control 
• Minnesota Pollution Control Agency and Department of Commerce 
• North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality 
• Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 
• Washington Department of Ecology 
• State Attorneys General from New York, California, Connecticut, Hawaii, Illinois, Iowa, 

Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota [through the MPCA), New Mexico, North 
Carolina, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, Virginia, and Washington, and 
the District of Columbia 

  

http://www.georgetownclimate.org/reports/bipartisan-group-of-thirteen-states-urges-epa-not-to-repeal-the-clean-power-plan.html
http://www.georgetownclimate.org/reports/12-states-encourage-epa-to-implement-a-meaningful-federal-program-to-reduce-ghg-emissions.html
http://www.georgetownclimate.org/reports/12-states-encourage-epa-to-implement-a-meaningful-federal-program-to-reduce-ghg-emissions.html
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355-19929
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355-8333
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355-20350
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355-7804
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355-8322
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355-19848
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355-20991
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355-20991
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355-20993
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355-19702
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355-19925
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355-20778
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355-20778
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355-20778
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0355-20778
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0545-0393
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0545-0291
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0545-0191
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0545-0147
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0545-0249
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0545-0222
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We urge the Administration to abandon this proposal to replace the Clean Power Plan. The 
Administration’s own analysis shows this proposal would be wholly ineffective in addressing 
carbon pollution from power plants, and therefore harmful to our citizens, who are already 
suffering from the dangerous impacts of climate change. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Mary D. Nichols,  
Chair 
California Air Resources Board 
 
 

 
Larry Wolk, MD, MSPH 
Executive Director and Chief Medical Officer 
Colorado Department of Public Health and 
Environment 
 
 

 
Rob Klee 
Commissioner 
Connecticut Department of Energy and 
Environmental Protection 
 
 

 
Shawn M. Garvin 
Secretary 
Delaware Department of Natural Resources and 
Environmental Control 
 

 
 

 
Ben Grumbles 
Maryland Environment Secretary 
 
 
 
 

 
Martin Suuberg 
Commissioner 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Protection 
 
 

 
Catherine R. McCabe 
Commissioner 
New Jersey Department of Environmental 
Protection 
 
 
 

Basil Seggos 
Commissioner 
New York Department of Environmental 
Conservation 
 



 
 
Michael S. Regan  
Secretary  
North Carolina Department of Environmental 
Quality 
 
 
 

 
Leah Feldon,  
Deputy Director 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
 
 
 

 
Janet Coit 
Director 
Rhode Island Department of Environmental 
Management  
 

 

 
Emily Boedecker 
Commissioner 
Vermont Department of Environmental 
Conservation 
 
 

 
Matthew J. Strickler 
Secretary of Natural Resources 
Commonwealth of Virginia 
 
 
 

 
Maia D. Bellon,  
Director 
Washington Department of Ecology 
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The Honorable Andrew Wheeler 
Administrator	 ^ 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

Re: Diesel Emissions Reduction Act (DERA) Letter of Support 

Dear Administrator Wheeler: 

On behalf of the residents of California, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
strongly urges you to provide federal assistance to replace the most polluting 
agricultural vehicles and equipment in current service through your development of 
new grant eligibility criteria for FY 2020 federal grants. CARB echoes the letter 
submitted by Representatives Jim Costa, TJ Cox, and Josh Harder, along with 
Senators Kamala Harris and Dianne Feinstein on May 1,3, 2019, regarding the 
importance of Diesel Emissions Reduction Act (DERA) assistance. 

California's produce feeds the nation and the world. Though agriculturally rich, a 
majority of the San Joaquin Valley (SJV) falls into California's designation as being 
disadvantaged and low-income. The farmers and their communities are 
disproportionately subjected to some of the nation's worst air quality coupled with 
suffering near-risk exposure to diesel particulate matter (PM), oxides of nitrogen 
(NOx), reactive organic gases (ROG), and other tailpipe criteria pollutant emissions 
from farm equipment. 

Under last year's DERA eligibility requirements, vehicles and engines with model years 
before 1996 were not eligible. We urge the EPA to reconsider this criteria. Based on 
California's official inventory, approximately 55,000 pre-1996 agricultural vehicles and 
equipment currently remain operational. Moreover, it's estimated that about half of 
these vehicles and equipment will each remain in service for another 20 or more years. 
These are the oldest and dirtiest vehicles. Replacing them would yield large emission 
reductions at relatively low cost, significantly improving local public health. This is 
evidenced by the fact that in recent years, California has allocated a portion of 
proceeds from its Cap-and-Trade program towards funding agricultural vehicle and 
equipment replacements and has exceeded expectations at an average 
cost-effectiveness of $10,000/ton of weighted criteria pollutant (PM, NOx, ROG) 
emission reductions. In particular, the replacement of pre-1996 equipment was even 

arb.ca.gov	 1001 1 Street • P.O. Box 2815 • Sacramento, California 95812	 (800) 242-4450



Administrator Wheeler 
June 28, 2019 
Page 2 

more cost-effective at $6,800/ton of weighted criteria pollutant (PM, NOx, ROG) 
emission reductions further supporting the value of these equipment being eligible 
under DERA. 

There is an undeniable opportunity for synergy between DERA and California's 
statewide programs geared towards reducing vehicle emissions. We urge that 
agricultural vehicles and equipment older than the previous cut-off be made eligible 
for federal DERA grants during the next year's grant cycle. 

Sincerely, 

^.^  
Mary D. Nichols 
Chair 

cc:	Mr. Richard W. Corey 
Executive Officer 

Dr. Steven S. Cliff, Ph.D. 
Deputy Executive Officer 

Mr. Kurt Karperos 
Deputy Executive Officer 

Mr. Jack Kitowski, Chief 
Mobile Source Control Division
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